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Editor's Note
JOSEPH DREW
Members of this society have long been concerned with the
rise and fall of whole civilizations. It is not simply what causes
the rise or fall of a particular civilization that is of interest to us.
We also want to understand from a theoretical perspective what
undergirds, what explains, large scale shifts in civilizations. This
is a matter which will probably never be resolved.
To begin with, perhaps, we must establish if there is a discernable pattern to history and to the nexus of connections which
make up society, causing it to exist sui generis, before we can
investigate the shifts which occur involving whole societies. So
perhaps the largest question must be, is there a pattern or meaning to history? Social scientists from Aristotle on down have
looked into this subject; religious works from virtually every
society have dealt with it; and civilizationalists have argued about
the topic from Ibn Khaldun on.
Modern social theorists and philosophers have tackled it, naturally. Thus, the German Idealists and the Hegelian school of
thinkers were quite active in studying the matter, and Wilhelm
Dilthey must certainly be cited for his trenchant analysis (in
English, his major work is called Pattern and Meaning in
History).
Among the greats have been the Baron de Montesquieu;
Auguste Comte, with his "law of three stages"; Herbert Spencer;
Karl Marx; Max Weber; Karl Wittfogel; William F. Ogburn;
Collingwood; Robert K. Merton; Talcott Parsons; and Stanford
Lyman, with his "sociology of the absurd" theory, arguing against
assuming any predictable patterns at all to history. These and
many more giants in the field have created meaningful analyses
of large scale social change.
And without doubt, a number of the International Society for
the Comparative Study of Civilization's own members, including
Vytautus Kavolis, Benjamin Nelson, S.N. Eisenstadt — and, of
course, the earlier authors, Arnold Toynbee and Pitirim Sorokin
— have been seen as major students of the causes of societal and
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civilizational change.
To whom may we turn for future guidance?
Perhaps the most challenging writers on the workings of large
scale social change over the past 200 years have been Emile
Durkheim of France, Ferdinand Toennies of Germany, and Henry
Sumner Maine of England.
In his work The Division of Labor in Society, Durkheim found
that the organization of society moves from a basis in mechanical
solidarity to one resting on organic solidarity. Early on, like
"molecules of inorganic bodies," social solidarity may be based
on the "likeness" of personality.
Here "the collective conscience completely envelops our
whole conscience and coincides in all points with it." This is the
state of mechanical solidarity. But the division of labor produces
another form of social organization, he writes, one in which the
"individuality of all grows at the same time as that of its parts. ...
Each organ, in effect, has its special physiognomy, its autonomy.".
This is organic solidarity.
Toennies posited "relationships of mutual affirmation" upon
which society rests. One type of association "is conceived of
either as real and organic life — this is the essential characteristic
of the Gemeinschaft (community) — or as imaginary and
mechanical structure — this is the concept of Gesellschaft (society)." Further, in "Gemeinschaft, with one's family, one lives from
birth on, bound to it in weal and woe. One goes into Gesellschaft
as one goes into a strange country. ... Gemeinschaft is old;
Gesellschaft is new as a name as well as a phenomenon."
To Henry Sumner Maine, in his book Ancient Law, "the
movement of the progressive societies has been uniform in one
respect." It has been, he maintains, from status to contract. By
"contract" Maine means "the tie between man and man which
replaces by degrees those forms of reciprocity in rights and duties
which have their origin in the family." By status he means everything derived from, "the powers and privileges anciently residing
in the family."
My late teacher, Professor E. Digby Baltzell of the University
of Pennsylvania, drew these models of change on the blackboard
as he explained them. He used a circle to show Durkheim's
mechanical solidarity, or Toennies's community, or Maine's sta-
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tus. He used a triangle for organic solidarity, society, or contract.
An arrow showed the movement from the circle to the triangle,
the flow of history.
The extreme capitalist period of, say, the Industrial
Revolution era (Andrew Ure's glowing descriptions of child
labor, "the work of these lively elves seemed to resemble a sport")
was then represented by Baltzell as a triangle. But the changes
brought about by Franklin Roosevelt and the modern welfare state
here and abroad meant that a circle or circles had to be superimposed on the triangle, or the sides relaxed a bit. We have
moved back slightly toward community; as the provision for
fringe benefits shows, the employer must have some responsibility for the employee, who is no longer simply a commodity whose
work is to be purchased.
If there is some agreement amongst these great thinkers on
the broad movement or trajectory of our society, then, and if contemporary society has moved back from the precipice of what
might be termed extreme Gesellschaft, I would argue that we are
also reorganizing in yet another and progressive way.
It might be that economic and social institutions are no longer
easily defined as autonomous entities clearly demarcated from
each other. If a single word is heard most frequently at the
Chamber of Commerce these days, it has to be "partnership",
hands down. Not a meeting of business leaders goes by — at least
in Washington, D.C., where I work — without discussion of partners, partnering, or partnershipping. The university is partnering
with the state accounting society; the phone company is a partner
of the city's school system; the computer software giant has
joined as partners with the major bank and the city agency to create the technology center downtown; the military is a partner with
educational institutions in its Youth Challenge program.
The reasons are clear. To achieve its mission, each institution
needs the strengths that others offer. And many have acknowledged this by incorporating allusions to partnershipping within
their mission statements. But the result is that society benefits
enormously from these adhesions of strength across hitherto
autonomous, free-standing institutions.
So it could be argued that as modern industrial society passes
over into a new century we have developed a new method of
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social organization, one which maximizes its abilities to achieve
goals by relaxing the boundaries between organizations. If so, are
we moving perhaps to include the best of community in our association-based life, some Gemeinschaft in Gesellschaft, even some
status in contract?
And, if reason now impels us toward partnership and other
such major changes, toward a new form and structure to business,
to the universities, to the military and to the other institutions on
which our society rests, does this form of change reflect upon the
changes which guide those tectonic plates of history and culture
we call civilizations? Perhaps the new social form will imply
more permanence for the contemporary, general world civilization.
In other words, if current social change is Ogburn's independent variable, will the dependent variables, civilization and civilizational change, after a lag, be affected by the advent of such
social, economic and political innovations as partnerships as
well?
Washington,
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